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DETAILED ACTION 

1. This action is responsive to the amendment filed on August 13, 2007. 

2. Claims 1-5, 7-8, 11,13-15, 32, 34, 41, and 45-55 have been examined. 

Response to Amendments 

3. Per Applicant's request, claims 1, 32, 41, and 48-50 have been amended; claims 21- 
22 and 24-26 have been canceled; and new claims 51-55 have been added. 

4. The objection to the specification is withdrawn in view of Applicant's amendments. 

5. The objection to the claims 21-22, 24-26, and 34 is withdrawn in view of Applicant's 
amendments. 

Response to Arguments 

6. Applicant's arguments have been fully considered. However, they are not persuasive. 

a) Rejection of Independent Claims 1, 32, 41, and 48-50 (Remarks, pp. 12-13): 
In response to applicant's argument that the references fail to show certain 
features of applicant's invention, it is noted that the features upon which applicant relies 
(i.e., "...the visible aspect is the 'front end' of the software system and, typically includes a 
graphical user interface having content and pages of a website" Remarks, page 12, last 
paragraph) are not recited in the rejected claim(s). Although the claims are interpreted 
in light of the specification, limitations from the specification are not read into the claims. 
See In re Van Geuns, 988 F.2d 1181, 26 USPQ2d 1057 (Fed. Cir. 1993). 

The plain language of the claims (e.g., claim 1, lines 3-5) merely calls for: 
"accessing a datafile descriptive of the underlying architecture ;" 
"transforming the datafile to determine architectural components used to form the 
underlying architecture;" (i.e., any architectural components used to form the underlying 
architecture, emphasis added). 

Furthermore, the plain language of the claims (e.g., claim 1, lines 24-25) merely 
calls for "wherein the underlying architecture comprises non-visual components that provide for 
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back end operability of the software system" (i.e., -includes--, but not --consists of-, 
emphasis added). 

The examiner also notes that the plain language does not recite the specific 
limitations argued by the Applicant such as - -transforming the datafile to determine non- 
visual components used to form the underlying architecture- - (Remarks, page 13, first 
paragraph, emphasis added). Although the claims are interpreted in light of the 
specification, limitations from the specification are not read into the claims. See In re 
Van Geuns, 988 F.2d 1181, 26 USPQ2d 1057 (Fed. Cir. 1993). 

Per the plain language of claims, Weinberg explicitly teaches: 

a software system within a network (e.g., a Web site within the Internet, 
col.5: 56 - col.6: 7); 

an underlying architecture of the software system (e.g., col.21: 33-47; 
col.23: 4-37; Content Object, URL, Graph/Tree, col.6: 8-39; Hypertext System, col.5: 
4-47); 

accessing a datafile descriptive of the underlying architecture (e.g., FIG. 
10, col.22: 27-67; col.7: 40-65); 

transforming the datafile to determine architectural components used to 
form the underlying architecture (e.g., FIG. 3, col.11: 8-38; FIG. 13, col.25: 10-58; FIG. 
19, col.28: 59 - col.29: 20; FIG. 20, col.29: 21 - col.30: 42); 

wherein the underlying architecture comprises non-visual components that 
provide for back end operability of the software system (e.g., col.21 : 33-47; col.23: 4- 
37; col.32: 37-47; col.33: 9-23). 

b) Rejection of Dependent Claims 2-5, 7-8, 13-15, 21-22, 25-26, 34, and 45-47 
(Remarks, page 13): these dependent claims are also rejected based on virtue of their 
dependencies on the rejected base claims 1 , 32, and 41 as set forth in (a) above. 
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c) Rejection of Dependent Claims 11 and 24 under 35 USC 103 (Remarks, pp. 
13-14): these dependent claims are also rejected based on virtue of their dependencies 
on the rejected base claims 1 and 41 as set forth in (a) above. 

Accordingly, the examiner respectfully maintains the 35 USC §102 rejections 
overclaims 1-5, 7-8, 11, 13-15, 32, 34, 41, and 45-55. 

Claim Objection 

7. Claim 41 is objected to because of minor informalities. The phrase in line 20 is 
considered to read as - -...back end operability of [[the]] said another distinct software 
system.- - as previously recited in lines 15-16. 

Appropriate correction is required. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

8. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that form 
the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in 
public use or on sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in 
the United States. 

9. Claims 1-5, 7-8, 13-15, 32, 34, 41, 45-52, and 54-55 are rejected under 35 
U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated by Weinberg (art of record, US Patent No. 
5,974,572). 

Claim 1: 

Weinberg discloses a computer-readable medium and a method for providing a 
visualization of an underlying architecture of a software system within a network (e.g., 
col. 5: 56 - col.6: 7; col. 6: 8-39), said method comprising: 
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accessing a datafile descriptive of the underlying architecture (e.g., FIG. 
10, col.22: 27-67, blocks 140-150, block 164 HTML File Returned? YES, block 166 
Parse HTML; col.7: 40-65; col.5: 40-47); 

transforming the datafile to determine architectural components used to 
form the underlying architecture (e.g., FIG. 3, ool.11: 8-38; FIG. 13, col.25: 10-58); 

rendering, via a visualizer, a plurality of graphical elements representative 
of the architectural components, the graphical elements forming a graphical 
representation of the underlying architecture (e.g., FIG. 4, col. 16; 27 - col. 17: 8; FIG. 6, 
col. 17: 28-40), 

the graphical representation dependent on a particular mode of a plurality 
of modes of operation of the visualizer (e.g., FIG. 7, col. 18: 3-58, Astra Core 
(Framework) 94 includes various operations performed by Plug-Ins 96); 

displaying, on a web page, the graphical representation of the underlying 
architecture of the software system (e.g., FIG. 14, col.25: 60-67, Web Browser 196) 

providing at least one control on the web page; receiving a selection of the 
at least one control; performing a graphical operation on the web page distinct from the 
rendering step for dynamic visualization of the graphical elements indicative of the 
underlying architecture of the software system (e.g., FIG. 15, col. 26: 1-47); 

wherein the dynamic visualization provides a graphical representation of 
collaborative interactions between the architectural components of the underlying 
architecture of the software system; communicating the rendered graphical 
representation across the network (e.g., FIG. 12, col.24: 25 - col.25: 44); 

wherein the visualizer is utilized for visualizing, using the web page, the 
underlying architecture of the software system during conceptual, development and 
deployment phases of the software system (e.g., FIG. 7, col. 18: 3-58, Link Doctor, 
Action Tracker, Test World, Load Wizard, Search Meter; col.7: 40 - col.8: 14); and 

wherein the underlying architecture comprises non-visual components that 
provide for back end operability of the software system (e.g., col.21 : 33-47; col. 23: 4- 
37; col.32: 37-47; col.33: 9-23). 
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Claim 2: 

The rejection of claim 1 is incorporated. Weinberg also discloses generating a 
plurality of subsections of a graphical image; and locating the graphical elements in the 
subsections as described by the datafile (e.g., FIG. 6, col. 17: 28-40). 

Claim 3: 

The rejection of claim 1 is incorporated. Weinberg also discloses the subsections 
are displayed as tiers (e.g., FIG. 6, col. 17: 28-40, home page as a root tier, one or more 
first-level tiers, and one or more leaf tiers). 

Claim 4: 

The rejection of claim 1 is incorporated. Weinberg also discloses providing 
access to the visualization on a network (e.g., FIG. 12, col.24: 25 - col. 25: 44). 

Claim 5: 

The rejection of claim 4 is incorporated. Weinberg also discloses the network is 
the Internet (e.g., col.24: 25 - col.25: 44). 

Claim 7: 

The rejection of claim 1 is incorporated. Weinberg also discloses receiving data 
for said rendering from a network connection (e.g., FIG. 10, col. 22: 27-67). 

Claim 8: 

The rejection of claim 7 is incorporated. Weinberg also discloses storing the data 
(e.g., FIG. 12, col.24: 25 - col.25: 44). 

Claim 13: 

The rejection of claim 1 is incorporated. Weinberg also discloses altering the 
graphical elements based on a selected configuration of the software system (e.g., FIG. 
6 f ooL17:28-40). 



Application/Control Number: 09/971 ,720 
Art Unit: 2192 



Page 7 



Claim 14: 

The rejection of claim 1 is incorporated. Weinberg also discloses receiving an 
event initiated by an operation performed in a second graphical display operating in 
isolation of actual components of the underlying architecture; and performing an 
operation on the graphical display based on the event (e.g., FIG. 16, col. 27: 8-32, 
buttons 73, 220). 

Claim 15: 

The rejection of claim 1 is incorporated. Weinberg also discloses receiving an 
event initiated by an operation performed in a second graphical display operating in 
conjunction with actual components of the underlying architecture; and performing an 
operation on the graphical display based on the event (e.g., col.27: 8-32). 

Claim 32: 

Claim 32 is a computer-readable medium version, which recites the same 
limitations as those of claim 1, wherein all claimed limitations have been addressed 
and/or set forth above. Therefore, as the reference teaches all of the limitations of the 
above claim, it also teaches all of the limitations of claim 32. 

Claim 34: 

The rejection of claim 32 is incorporated. Claim 34 recites the same limitations as 
those of claim 5, wherein all claimed limitations have been addressed and/or set forth 
above. Therefore, as the reference teaches all of the limitations of the above claim, it 
also teaches all of the limitations of claim 34. 

Claim 41: 

Weinberg discloses an application service provider (ASP) system for visualizing 
an underlying architecture of another distinct software system (e.g., col.23: 4-37; col.5: 
56 - col.6:7; col. 6: 8-39), the ASP system comprising: 
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a datafile including a description of the underlying architecture (e.g., FIG. 
10, col.22: 27-67, blocks 140-150, block 164 HTML File Returned? YES, block 166 
Parse HTML; col.7: 40-65); 

a host computing system for transforming the datafile (e.g., FIG. 3, col.1 1 : 
8-38; FIG. 13, col.25: 10-58); 

a visualizer for receiving the transformed datafile and visualizing the 
architecture, the visualizer operating in one of a plurality of modes of operation (e.g., 
FIG. 4, col.16;27-col.17:8; FIG. 6, col. 17: 28-40); 

♦ 

a visual display for receiving and displaying the visualized underlying 
architecture of said another distinct system; wherein the visualizer is utilized for 
visualizing the underlying architecture of the system during conceptual, development 
and deployment phases of the system (e.g., FIG. 7, col. 18: 3-58, Astra Core 
(Framework) 94 includes various operations performed by Plug-Ins 96); 

wherein the visual display is a web page on the Internet (e.g., FIG. 14, 
col.25: 60-67, Web Browser 1 96); 

wherein the visual display includes at least one control (e.g., FIG. 15, 

col.26: 1-47); 

wherein the at least one control is adapted to perform a graphical 
operation on the web page distinct from the rendering step for dynamic visualization of 
architectural components of the underlying architecture of said another distinct software 
system (e.g., FIG. 12, col.24: 25 -col.25: 44); 

wherein the dynamic visualization provides a graphical representation of 
collaborative interactions between the architectural components of the underlying 
architecture (e.g., FIG. 7, col. 18: 3-58, Link Doctor, Action Tracker, Test World, Load 
Wizard, Search Meter; col.7: 40 - col.8: 14); and 

wherein the underlying architecture comprises non-visual components that 
provide for back and operability of the software system (e.g., col.21 : 33-47; col. 23: 4- 
37; col.32: 37-47; col.33: 9-23). 



Claim 45: 
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The rejection of claim 1 is incorporated. Weinberg also discloses the step of 
rendering comprises the step of rendering, via the visualizer, a plurality of graphical 
elements representative of conceptual architectural components, the visualizer 
rendering the graphical elements in a direct interaction simulation mode (e.g., FIG. 4, 
col.16: 27-67; FIG. 6, col.17: 28-40). 

Claim 46: 

The rejection of claim 1 is incorporated. Weinberg also discloses the step of 
rendering comprises the step of rendering, via the visualizer, a plurality of graphical 
elements representative of conceptual and developed architectural components, the 
visualizer rendering the graphical elements in a prototype simulation mode (e.g., FIG. 
12,col.24:25-col.25:44). 

Claim 47: 

The rejection of claim 1 is incorporated. Weinberg also discloses the step of 
rendering comprises the step of rendering, via the visualizer, a plurality of graphical 
elements representative of developed architectural components, the visualizer 
rendering the graphical elements in an architecture driven monitor mode (e.g., col.16: 
27 -col.17: 40). 

Claim 48: 

Weinberg discloses a method for providing a visualization of an underlying 
architecture of a software system within a network (e.g., col. 23: 4-37; col.5: 56 - col.6:7; 
col. 6: 8-39), said method comprising: 

accessing a datafile descriptive of the underlying architecture (e.g., FIG. 3, 
col.11: 8-38; FIG. 13, col.25: 10-58); 

datafile to determine architectural used to form the components visualizer 
(e.g., FIG. 4, col.16; 27 - col.17: 8; FIG. 6, col.17: 28-40), 
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a plurality of graphical elements representative of the architectural 
components, the graphical elements forming a graphical representation of the 
underlying architecture (e.g., FIG. 10, col.22: 27-6; col.7: 40-65); 

* performing a graphical operation on the graphical representation for 
dynamic visualization of the graphical elements indicative of the underlying architecture 
of the software system (e.g., FIG. 7, col. 18: 3-58); 

wherein the dynamic visualization provides a graphical representation of 
collaborative interactions between the architectural components of the underlying 
architecture of the software system (e.g., FIG. 15, col.26: 1-47; FIG. 12, col.24: 25 - 
col.25: 44); 

communicating the rendered graphical representation across the network; 
(e.g., FIG. 14, col.25: 60-67, Web Browser 196; FIG. 7, col. 18: 3-58; col.7: 40 - col.8: 
14); and 

wherein the underlying architecture is of a back end of the software 
system and comprises non-visual components (e.g., col.21 : 33-47; col.23: 4-37; col.32: 
37-47; col.33: 9-23). 

Claim 49: 

Claim 49 is a computer-readable medium version, which recites the same 
limitations as those of claims 1 and 48, wherein all claimed limitations have been 
addressed and/or set forth above. Therefore, as the reference teaches all of the 
limitations of the above claim, it also teaches all of the limitations of claim 49. 

Claim 50: 

Claim 50 is an application service provider (ASP) version, which recites the same 
limitations as those of claims 1 and 48, wherein all claimed limitations have been 
addressed and/or set forth above. Therefore, as the reference teaches all of the 
limitations of the above claim, it also teaches all of the limitations of claim 50. 



Claim 51 (new): 
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The rejection of claim 41 is incorporated. Weinberg also discloses the 
visualization is displayed as a graphical user interface having the at least one control for 
altering the visualization (e.g., FIG. 14, col.25: 60-67). 

Claim 52 (new): 

The rejection of claim 21 is incorporated. Weinberg also discloses the at least 
one control initiates a simulated event (e.g., col.26: 1-47). 

Claim 54 (new): 

The rejection of claim 41 is incorporated. Weinberg also discloses receives an 
event initiated by an operation performed in a graphical user interface operating in 
isolation of actual components of the architecture; and performs an operation on the 
visual display based on the event (e.g., col.27: 8-32). 

Claim 55 (new): 

The rejection of claim 41 is incorporated. Weinberg also discloses said host 
computing system further: receives an event initiated by an operation performed in a 
graphical user interface operating in conjunction with actual components of the 
underlying architecture; and performs an operation on the visual display based on the 
event (e.g., col.27: 8-32). 

Claim Rejections - 35 (JSC § 103 

10. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 

obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent, may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 
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11. Claims 11 and 53 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Weinberg in view of Arcuri (art of record, US Patent No. 6,792,475). 

Claim 11: 

The rejection of claim 1 is incorporated. Weinberg does not explicitly disclose the 
datafile includes extensible markup language (XML). 

However, in an analogous art, Arcuri further discloses the datafile includes 
extensible markup language (e.g., col.2: 40-51). 

It would have been obvious to a person having ordinary skill in the art at the time 
the invention was made to combine Arcuri' s teaching into Weinberg* s teaching. One 
would have been motivated to do so to apply HTML and XML files to a hierarchical 
website structure as suggested by Arcuri (e.g., col.2: 40-51). 

Claim 53: 

Claim 53 is an application service provider (ASP) version, which recites the same 
limitations as those of claim 11, wherein all claimed limitations have been addressed 
and/or set forth above. Therefore, as the reference teaches all of the limitations of the 
above claim, it also teaches all of the limitations of claim 53. 

Conclusion 

12. Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in 
this Office action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP 
§ 706.07(a). Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 
CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1.136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
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the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the date of this final action. 



13. Any inquiry concerning this communication should be directed to examiner Thuy 
Dao (Twee), whose telephone is (571) 272 8570. The examiner can normally be 
reached on every Tuesday, Thursday, and Friday from 6:00AM to 6:00PM. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the 
examiner's supervisor, Tuan Q. Dam, can be reached at (571 ) 272 3695. 

The fax phone number for the organization where this application or 
proceeding is assigned is (571) 273 8300. 

Any inquiry of a general nature of relating to the status of this application or 
proceeding should be directed to the TC 2100 Group receptionist whose telephone 
number is (571) 272 2100. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 



T. Dao 




TUAN DAM 
SUPERVISORY PATENT EXAMINER 



